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Creating Entrepreneurial Opportunities as a Means to
Maintain Entrepreneurial Talent in Corporations
Kevin L. Johnson, Opus College of Business, University of St. Thomas
Cindy Wu, Hankamer School of Business, Baylor University
Abstract. This paper considers how to retain the right talent to support corporate entrepreneurial interests
such as internal corporate ventures by taking a new look at why individuals leave corporations and become
entrepreneurs. We sought to first examine why entrepreneurs leave. The job satisfaction model tests the popular
belief that individuals quit due to dissatisfaction. This is compared to the person-environment (P-E) fit model that
theorizes individuals are pushed away and pulled into environments that present a better fit. In all, 715 nascent
entrepreneurs were compared with 399 employees by regression and graphic analyses. Contrary to conventional
wisdom, we found that for these entrepreneurs, dissatisfaction does not precede the entrepreneurial exodus from
established companies. Rather, the perceptions of their new venture’s competitive certainty and financial certainty
pull them into new business ventures. Implications and suggestions for the managers are discussed.
Résumé. Cette étude examine la façon de conserver le talent nécessaire pour soutenir les intérêts de l’entreprise
tel que l’intrapreneuriat en réexaminant les raisons pour lesquelles les individus quittent des entreprises et deviennent des entrepreneurs. En premier lieu, les auteurs ont examiné pourquoi les entrepreneurs quittent les entreprises.
Le modèle de satisfaction au travail vérifie la croyance populaire selon laquelle les individus quittent l’entreprise
parce qu’ils sont insatisfaits. Cela est comparé au modèle de la relation entre la personne et l’environnement
(person-environment fit model) selon lequel les individus sont poussés à quitter un environnement et attirés vers
un environnement qui correspond mieux à leurs besoins. En tout, 715 nouveaux entrepreneurs furent comparés
à 399 employés à l’aide d’analyses graphiques et de régression. Contrairement à la croyance populaire, les résultats révèlent que l’insatisfaction ne précède pas l’exode d’individus des entreprises établies. Ce sont plutôt les
perceptions qu’il est certain que la nouvelle entreprise sera concurrentielle et financièrement viable qui attirent
les individus vers la nouvelle entreprise. S’en suit une discussion portant sur les conséquences pour les dirigeants
d’entreprises et des conseils pour conserver le talent nécessaire.

Introduction
Whether traditional or corporate, entrepreneurship is seen as a creative process by which
“opportunities to create future goods and services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited”
(Shane, and Venkataraman, 2000: 218). Because entrepreneurship is a channel for innovation and a driver for the change process (Schumpeter, 1934) and innovation is a key to creating a sustainable advantage (Blumentritt, and Danis, 2006), it benefits both corporations
(McFadzean, O’Loughlin and Shaw, 2005) as well as the overall economy (Kirzner, 1997),
and helps companies to increase their competitiveness.
Competition is intense in business today and managers need to find the balance between the stability of their existing businesses and the need to innovate into new businesses
(Klavans, Shanley and Evan, 1985). Indeed, among the more interesting challenges for
corporate managers is the attempt to develop a new business internally—an innovative
pursuit called an internal corporate venture (ICV). ICVs come under the umbrella of corporate entrepreneurship (Sharma and Chrisman, 1999) and represent one of several business
development activities.
Unfortunately, ICVs often fail to meet performance expectations, resulting in enormous
business losses (Block, 1989; Garvin, 2004; Chesbrough, 2000; Campbell and Park, 2004).
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A variety of possible reasons for venture failures exist (see Hill and Hlavacek, 1977; Sommers and Koc, 1987; Murphy, Trailer and Hill, 1996; Arino and de la Torre, 1998; Sykes
and Block, 1989). However, despite ongoing research to understand and improve venture
performance, history is repeating itself (Birkinshaw, 2005). This may be in part due to not
having the right people with the right talent for the venture. In fact, recent research associates having the right people with successful ventures (Shah, Zegveld and Roodhart, 2008).
Thus, examined in this paper is how managers might retain the right people – the entrepreneurs – to support corporate entrepreneurship interests.
Given their skills and characteristics, entrepreneurs are viewed as one of the primary
keys to successful entrepreneurship within corporations (Ensley, Pearson and Amason,
2002). Likewise, entrepreneurs may be the key for any company—large or small. However,
there are corporate entrepreneurs and there are independent entrepreneurs. Like managers,
entrepreneurs engage in marketing and financial control for their new ventures; however,
independent entrepreneurs also engage in behaviors essential for successful entrepreneurship such as risk-taking and innovation (Chao, Greene and Crick, 1998), which critically
distinguish them from managers, average employees, and corporate entrepreneurs (Thornberry, 2003). Unfortunately, these are the same people who are also screened out of the
corporation (Block, 1982; Ross, 1987; Casson, 1982. Retaining such individuals is an important and understudied issue for corporate entrepreneurship. Furthermore, research that
directly examines how to retain “entrepreneurs” has been scarce. The focus of this study is
on nascent entrepreneurs (NEs) who choose to pursue external opportunities (rather than
internal development opportunities), and how corporations might retain them. NEs were
an appropriate sample because they are at the earliest stage of developing their businesses,
which is also the point of the entrepreneurial decisions to be examined.
Study Development
This study intersects the areas of corporate strategy and human resource management. Specifically, it endeavors to help improve ICV success by focusing on a specific issue identified in extant human resource management research—the right people. The rich literatures
on employee turnover and person-environment fit (P-E fit) were reviewed to develop this
study and inform the hypotheses. For example, the classic employee turnover model (Mobley, 1977) suggests that job dissatisfaction is a precursor to voluntary turnover, which could
imply that entrepreneurs decide to start their businesses because of job dissatisfaction. Unfortunately, studies specifically examining the impact of job satisfaction on entrepreneurs
have been dated and suffered from recall errors (Brockhaus, 1980; Powell and Bimmerle,
1980; Shapero and Sokol, 1982). Furthermore, because of the cognitive and motivational
differences between entrepreneurs and other employees (Johnson, Danis and Dollinger,
2008; Simon, Houghton and Aquino, 2000; Baron and Markman, 2003; Shane, Locke and
Collins, 2003), entrepreneurs may be part of populations for whom job satisfaction does
not precede turnover (Lee et al., 1996). Similarly, P-E fit literature (Judge and Ferris, 1992)
might provide an alternative explanation for why these entrepreneurs leave the corporate
positions to pursue their own ventures—because they perceive a better fit by doing so. It
may be that entrepreneurs perceive a misfit from the corporation, and meanwhile a fit in
the business environment, thus both push and pull forces drive their business ventures. This
possibility is also tested.
This study contributes to the literature on entrepreneurship, employee turnover, and
corporate entrepreneurship as follows: Firstly, it tests the applicability of conventional be-
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liefs in explaining an employee’s decision to become an entrepreneur by using a group
of NEs. NEs can provide a more current perspective on their corporate job experiences.
Secondly, by also using the P-E fit theoretical model, the study potentially gains additional
insights by examining both push and pull factors. Thirdly, by comparison, the study seeks
better understanding of the entrepreneurial decision. Lastly, the results add incrementally
to the current understanding of entrepreneurship, employee turnover, and corporate entrepreneurship; and, have managerial implications for business development strategies and
human resource policies.
Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
Satisfaction Model
Perhaps the simplest and most common theory is that people discontinue their job as a
result of dissatisfaction. Individual entrepreneurship can come about to address a negative situation such as job dissatisfaction, as well as to exploit opportunities, or to meet
financial or personal goals (Stewart et al., 2003; Cromie, and Hayes, 1991). Mobley (1977)
suggests that, although distally related, job dissatisfaction is a precursor to employee turnover. Meta-analytical studies confirmed a negative relationship between job satisfaction
and turnover (Hom and Griffeth, 1995; Griffeth, Hom and Gaertner, 2000). The average
correlation reported across 42 studies in the 1990s, however, was only modest (r= -0.19)
with general job satisfaction being the strongest turnover predictor (Griffeth, Hom and
Gaertner, 2000). Carsten and Spector (1987) contended that possible explanations, such
as occupational and temporal differences, could contribute to the moderate relationship.
Whether this satisfaction-turnover relationship also applies to entrepreneurs is an empirical
question to be examined.
Entrepreneurs have been reported to differ from others in several critical aspects related
to decision-making, including innovative cognitive styles, (Johnson, Danis and Dollinger,
2008; Simon, Houghton and Aquino, 2000), cognitive bias toward risk (Simon, Houghton
and Aquino, 2000), and less rationality in their decision-making (Busenitz and Barney,
1997). These differences in decision-making and cognitive styles imply that a nascent entrepreneur’s decision to leave the corporation may be different from the meta-analytical
study findings based on mostly regular employees. These differences also provide additional reasoning to take a new look at the phenomenon. Using nascent entrepreneurs (NEs)
also helps reduce the lag time between their entrepreneurial decision and experienced satisfaction; and, thus more precisely captures the relationship between the two.
Despite the suspicion that, with entrepreneurs, the decision to leave corporate may not
be related to job dissatisfaction, “embarking on an entrepreneurial venture, however, depends upon the precipitating factors – such as, dissatisfaction, encouragement or the recognition of an opportunity” (McFadzean, O’Loughlin and Shaw, 2005: 357). It has long been
established that the bureaucracy of the large corporation tends to hinder the entrepreneurial spirit through extended decision-making time, formal structures, or even standardized
compensation practices (Klavans, Shanley and Evan, 1985; Luther, 1984), which leaves
little room for the self-expression or personal growth of the nascent. In all, entrepreneurial
pursuits due to their risky nature may be prohibited or not supported financially nor encouraged culturally within the corporation. Therefore, it is possible that these employees may
feel pushed and it is this dissatisfaction that may ultimately lead to turnover, as depicted by
early research on conventional turnover (see for example, Mobley, 1977).
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Hypothesis 1. The greater the dissatisfaction an individual has with their corporate job, the
greater the likelihood the individual will decide to become an entrepreneur.
Person-environment (P-E) Fit Model
Even an organization that welcomes proactive and innovative employees may not be structured to support and encourage the autonomous behavior of entrepreneurial employees
(Burgelman, 1983). In fact, corporate cultures tend to destroy entrepreneurship and produce
bosses who have more concern for quarterly results than a commitment to entrepreneurial
thinking (Thornberry, 2003). In exploring the decision to leave established corporations
and become entrepreneurs, researchers have categorized two groups of factors: push and
pull (Mallon, 1998; Shaver, 2004; Schjoedt and Shaver, 2007). Although the satisfaction
model presents a compelling argument that entrepreneurs are “pushed” away because of
dissatisfaction, the model is limited in that it: 1) only addresses push; 2) considers only one
form of push; and 3) does not consider the potential “pull” from an external environment.
Use of the person-environment fit (P-E fit) model can capture entrepreneurial employees
leaving due to an internal misfit with the corporation and/or a better fit with an external
environment.
Some conceptualizations of person-entrepreneurship fit suggest that entrepreneurs may
be actively in quest of environments that support their new business aspirations (Baron and
Markman, 2003). The “fit” perspective implies that entrepreneurs could be pushed from
the corporation because of a misfit, or pulled into venturing because of external opportunities that better fit their aspirations. Despite the well-established theoretical and conceptual
arguments of the fit model, empirical support is still required (Baron and Markman, 2003).
Thus, contributing to the recent push-pull model of entrepreneurs’ career choices (Schjoedt
and Shaver, 2007), and building on the P-E fit model, this study examines whether entrepreneurs also leave because of the push generated from a misfit with the internal and/or the
pull from a fit with the external.
The concept of “fit” has drawn much research attention in organizational behavior and
human resource management (Arthur et al., 2006; Schneider, 2001; Kristof, 1996). The
compatibility between people and environment has been explored and examined in various
contexts, including people-organization fit (P-O fit) (Kristof, 1996), people-environment
fit (P-E fit) (Judge and Ferris, 1992), people-vocation fit (P-V fit) (Holland, 1985), peoplegroup fit (P-G fit) (Guzzo and Salas, 1995), and most recently, person-entrepreneurship
fit (Baron and Markman, 2003). Fit is of concern to researchers and practitioners alike
because, in addition to job satisfaction, it relates to employee performance, organizational
commitment, turnover, and psychological well-being (Arthur et al., 2006).
Although P-E fit is broadly defined as the compatibility between individuals and the environment, compatibility has been conceptualized in a variety of ways. One way to define
P-E fit is based on the needs-supplies principle (Edwards, 1991). P-E fit could be established by selection and socialization. P-E misfit would lead to strains and attrition (Cable
and Judge, 1994; Edwards and Harrison, 1993).
In summary, it may be that employees decide to start their own businesses because
they are pushed out by internal conditions that do not address their needs or aspirations.
Concurrently, they may be pulled into ventures because of irresistible opportunities in the
external environment. The push and pull factors of this study are described next, followed
by each respective hypothesis.
Internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM). Because entrepreneurs tend to have greater needs for personal development, independence, and recognition, many corporations
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interested in internal venturing may seek to create environments that promote corporate
entrepreneurship and autonomous entrepreneurial behavior (Birley and Westhead, 1994;
Burgelman, 1984). Indeed, for these employees, a better fit is likely established with entrepreneurially oriented companies. Companies with an “entrepreneurial orientation” are
competitively aggressive and believed to support entrepreneurship by encouraging or allowing autonomy, innovation, proactiveness, and risk-taking behavior (Covin and Slevin,
1991; Dess and Lumpkin, 2005). Nascent entrepreneurs have entrepreneurial aspirations,
which creates a natural affinity to environments that offer autonomy, innovation, proactiveness, and risk-taking behavior. Indeed, entrepreneurship at any level includes, at a minimum, innovation and risk. Thus, entrepreneurial orientation allowed a theoretical link to
the environmental influence as it relates to individual aspirations of entrepreneurs. Building from the entrepreneurial orientation construct that assesses a firm’s orientation, a measure was derived to specifically assess aspirations of innovativeness, risk, and autonomy
for individuals. This is referred to as their internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM). A lack
of these needs and aspirations being met in the corporate environment represents a push
and should manifest in a greater motivation for exodus.
Some important elements for an entrepreneur that reflect their internal entrepreneurial
motivation (IEM) include the opportunity to be innovative, to build wealth, to be able to
take on the risks of new business challenges, and to have the freedom/autonomy to do
things their way. Consider, for example, the item “…a chance to build great wealth or
a very high income.” If the employee does not perceive this opportunity within the corporation, then, provided that these items capture the needs of entrepreneurially minded
employees, it would generate incongruence between the environment and the needs of the
individual (P-E misfit), resulting in a push effect. Thus, these individuals are more likely
to feel compelled to pursue their own businesses. Therefore, combined with the presumed
failure of the corporate environment to provide fit, the individuals leaving corporations to
pursue their own start-up will report a greater level of IEM.
Hypothesis 2. The greater the internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM), the greater the
likelihood the individual will decide to leave the corporate environment.
External entrepreneurial support (EES). In addition to the internal environment discussed, the P-E fit model also suggests that entrepreneurs are pulled into venturing because
they perceive a better fit with the external environment. According to the needs-supplies
perspective of P-E fit, an environment that attracts entrepreneurs would be one that provides favorable resources for venturing. Launching a venture requires crucial elements such
as capital, labor, equipment, and, of course, customers (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000).
Based on the finding that some geographical regions offer more entrepreneur-friendly environments than others (Fischer and Reuber, 2003), literature on entrepreneurial climate
specifically attempts to identify factors that constitute this favorable environment for a new
venture (Carter, Reynolds and Gartner, 2004; Matthews and Human, 2004). Utilizing established measures, three dimensions were identified for “external entrepreneurial support”
(EES): community support, financial certainty, and competitive certainty.
Community support is directly derived from the entrepreneurial climate construct
(Gartner et al., 2004). Regions, states, or nations have incentives to provide support for
new business formation because the vitality of these activities is positively related to the
health of an economy (Baumol, 1990). Early empirical evidence suggests that the support
businesses receive from a community is a precondition for economic development (Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti, 1993). Practices such as tax incentives, and venture training
and development programs that are embodied in norms and networks of civic engagement
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seem to provide a more favorable entrepreneurial climate (Carter, Reynolds and Gartner,
2004). Such a climate includes an environment in which those with successful businesses
receive admiration and have the support of communities and investors (Carter, Reynolds
and Gartner, 2004). Krueger and Brazeal (1994) conclude that social and cultural support
and tangible resources in the environment prepare a fertile ground for potential entrepreneurs to perceive a viable opportunity.
In addition to community support, financial and competitive certainty in the environment would favorably influence one’s decision to leave the security of a corporation for
a risky venture (Matthews and Human, 2004). Venture risks are particularly associated
with the challenges of securing financial capital, as well as customers and other marketspecific factors (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Lee, Lee and Pennings, 2001; Chrisman,
Bauerschmidt and Hofer, 1998). However, entrepreneurs are generally more optimistic
than most (Cooper, Woo and Dunkelberg, 1988), which may make them more tolerant
of uncertainty. Nevertheless, too much uncertainty associated with a new venture could
signal a greater likelihood of failure and be seen as a deterrent to leaving the security of
an established corporation. As a result, the greater the perceived financial and competitive
certainty, the higher the likelihood of a positive pull that persuades employees to start their
own businesses.
Overall, this study examines three dimensions of the external environment: the NEs’
perceptions of a supportive community and the optimism of the NEs in terms of the perceived certainty (financial and competitive) of the external environment. Tests are conducted to determine if an above average perception of the external resources exists amongst
entrepreneurs.
Hypothesis 3a. Among nascent entrepreneurs there will be above average perceptions of
community support in the external environment.
Hypothesis 3b. Among nascent entrepreneurs there will be above average perceptions of
financial certainty in the external environment.
Hypothesis 3c. Among nascent entrepreneurs there will be above average perceptions of
competitive certainty in the external environment.
Methods
Data Collection Procedures and Sample Details
Analyses were conducted using the Panel Study for Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED)
dataset which comprises one of the most representative samples of individuals in the early
process of creating new businesses (Reynolds, 2000). PSED, which was collected by a
consortium of known entrepreneurship scholars supported by the Kaufmann Foundation,
contained the question items that were suggested by these researchers and included based
on theory. All the variables we tested were extracted from the first PSED data collection
phase at the time of manuscript drafting and later updated with the cleaned data. The PSED
identified a sample of nascent entrepreneurs (NEs) using random telephone dialing combined with surveys across the United States. The NEs represented individuals who had
committed to starting a new business within the past year, were still in the early stages of
development, but had not yet generated profits. Subsequent data collection phases allow
for the follow-up analyses of the performance and success rates of the ventures for those
conducting longitudinal studies; however, for this study, the response of the nascent as
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close to the point of the initial decision as possible to leave an established corporation and
pursue a new venture was crucial.
Also identified was a comparison group (CG) composed of those who continued to
work with established corporations. Lastly, a small group of 60 nascent intrapreneurs (NIs)
who stayed and worked on internal ventures was also identified. Since the focus was on
those who decided to leave the corporation – and the NIs continued to work with the
corporation – the NIs were by definition part of the comparison group of individuals who
chose to stay. However, given an alternative argument that both NEs and NIs are “entrepreneurial,” the robustness and sensitivity of the analyses were checked by both including
and excluding the NIs. In each case, the results held with the same significance and nearly
identical effect sizes.
According to the creators of the PSED dataset: “The design of the sample is based on
two critical factors: the definition of the population of interest and the method by which
elements in that population are selected” (Gartner et al., 2004: 487). If a representative
sample is obtained by the dataset, the results are generalizable to the population. In practice, however, sampling procedures, even in the absence of systematic biases, do not provide an ideal representation of the population ages and gender. As a result, sample weight
calculations were provided in the PSED to “correct the sample distributions so that they
match information contained in the U.S. census” (Gartner et al., 2004: 489). Accordingly,
we applied the weighting procedures to account for differences in sample design and nonresponse (Gartner et al., 2004: 489). This procedure yielded 715 NEs and a CG of 399. The
NE group was composed of 455 males and 260 females, and the CG was composed of 176
males and 223 females.
In terms of seriousness of their start-up intentions, approximately 75% indicated that a
business plan was in process and 19% indicated that a start-up team would be organized.
When asked whether their venture represented an independent start-up, corporate sponsor,
franchise/multi-level marketing, purchase/takeover, or other, 95% indicated an independent start-up, about 3% indicated a purchase/takeover, and about 2% indicated other.
The NEs averaged 17.5 years of paid full-time work experience with an average of eight
years in managerial or supervisory work. Level of education was assessed as: 1) up to the
eighth grade; 2) some high school; 3) high school degree; 4) some college; 5) community
college degree; 6) college degree; 7) graduate training; 8) Master’s degree; and 9) doctoral
degree. The most frequently reported (mode) educational level was “some college.” The
CG averaged 16.5 years of full-time work experience with seven years in managerial or
supervisory work. Where teams were indicated, the start-up teams had an average of eight
years of industry experience. Respondents ranged from 18 to 74 in age (18 to 93 in the CG)
with the average age being 39.
Respondents also indicated the business category of their respective ventures. The categories represented: 1) retail; 2) restaurant, tavern, and nightclubs; 3) consumer services;
4) health, education, and social services; 5) manufacturing; 6) construction and mining;
7) agriculture, forestry, and fishing; 8) wholesale distribution; 9) transportation; 10) utilities and communications; 11) finance and insurance; 12) real estate; and, 13) business
consulting.
Measures
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured in reference to the respondent’s current or
most recent corporate job by the following item using a five-point Likert-type scale: How
satisfied were you with this job (1: very dissatisfied; 5: very satisfied)? Although single-
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item measures are generally avoided because of their reduced reliabilities, research has
already shown that this standard item is reliable and valid (Davis, 1999; Wanous, Reichers
and Hudy, 1997). In fact, job satisfaction is one of the most widely studied constructs and
can be either facet-specific or facet-free depending upon the research purpose and objectives. Research has shown that the single facet-free item is appropriate and well accepted
when examining cognitive and affective reactions to job elements deemed most important
to the subject (Wanous, Reichers and Hudy, 1997; Crites, Fabrigar and Petty, 1994). Also,
meta-analytical research shows that general job satisfaction, rather than facet-specific satisfaction, is robust in predicting turnover (Griffeth, Hom and Gaertner, 2000) and therefore
appropriate for this study.
Internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM). The premise behind the IEM measure is
the inference that if something is “truly” very important to an individual and the individual
chooses to stay, then the environment probably provides it. Thus, if wealth creation is truly
very important and the opportunity exists in the company, then the individual should stay
in order to fulfill their aspiration. Conversely, if an entrepreneur chooses to leave, then the
company probably does not provide what is truly valued by the entrepreneur.
This concept is supported by anecdotal evidence. For example, if on-site daycare service or flextime is more than desirable, but truly very important for a person and not provided, then chances are the employee will quit. The attribute could have been initially
provided and cancelled, or perhaps developed later. Nevertheless, the outcome is the same
— the employee will leave. Indeed, an architectural friend who truly aspired to do creative
designs was instead required to work on standardized buildings such as warehouses. As a
result, he left the firm in frustration. Another associate for whom a sense of justice and ethics was truly of paramount importance felt that the firm she was with was routinely unjust
in its business dealings. She left the firm. In other cases, individuals who truly desired a
sense of “making a difference” or accomplishment, changed careers or sacrificed larger
salaries. For them, these things (or lack thereof) were truly important and motivational.
Thus, we sought from the extensive set of PSED variables a measure based on the literature
(Hornsby et al., 1993) and elements of entrepreneurship (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005) that
reflected resources, opportunities, needs, or conditions, which in theory should be truly
important to entrepreneurs.
Since the PSED dataset was constructed by a consortium of entrepreneurship scholars,
many items were readily available with measures provided. Initially, nine available items
in the database were selected that captured innovativeness, risk, autonomy, or an internal quality of achievement and recognition (Covin and Slevin, 1991; Dess and Lumpkin,
2005). Two items (1: to have the power to greatly influence an organization; and 2: to lead
and motivate others) lacked face validity and better reflected a person’s desire for power
and leadership as opposed to an interest in entrepreneurially supportive environments that
would motivate and support opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs. These two items were
therefore excluded. The final seven items yielded a Cronbach alpha of 0.75, indicating
good internal reliability (Table 1).
The nascent entrepreneurs (NEs) had indicated an interest in starting a new business,
therefore the question posed to them was: “To what extent are the following reasons important to you in establishing this new business?” In contrast, the question posed to the
comparison group was similar but without the reference to starting a new business: “To
what extent are the following important to you in your decisions about your work and
career choices?” Both responses were on a five-point Likert-type scale (1: to no extent; 5:
to a very great extent).
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Table 1. Measure Factors, Items, and Reliabilities
Internal Entrepreneurial Motivation (IEM) Factors
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75
•

To be innovative and in the forefront of new technology

•

To develop an idea for a product

•

To continue to grow and learn as a person

•

To challenge myself

•

To achieve something and get recognition for it

•

To have a chance to build great wealth or a very high income

•

To have considerable freedom to adapt my own approach to work

External Entrepreneurial Support (EES) Factors:
Community Support, Financial Certainty, Competitive Certainty
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70)
Community Support Items (0.68)
•

Young people are encouraged to be independent and start their own businesses

•

State and local governments provide good support for those starting new firms

•

Bankers and other investors go out of their way to help new firms get started

•

Other community groups provide good support for those starting businesses

•

The local media do a good job of covering local business news

Financial Certainty Items (0.77)
•

Obtain start-up capital

•

Obtain working capital

•

Obtain a bank’s help

•

Obtain venture capitalist’ help

Competitive Certainty Items (0.71)
•

Attract customers

•

Compete with other firms

•

Comply with local, state, and federal regulations

•

Keep up with technological advances

External entrepreneurial support (EES). The EES measure was composed of 13 items
on three factors: community support, financial certainty, and competitive certainty. The
community support factor was measured by obtaining the level of agreement or disagreement with five items on a five-point Likert-type scale. In contrast, both financial certainty

39.94

0.51

3.95

3.07

2.80

2.33

3.75

3.55

0.59

1. Age

2. Gendera

3. Life Satisfaction

4. Job Satisfaction

5. Community Support (EES)

6. Financial Certainty (EES)

7. Competitive Certainty (EES)

8. Internal Entrepreneurial Motivation

9. Nascent Entrepreneurs

-0.23**
-0.03

0.49

-0.06

-0.10*

0.03

-0.02

0.01

0.05

1

0.76

1.01

1.17

0.71

1.38

0.89

0.50

12.24

SD

n=1114. amale=0, female=1. Coefficient alphas in parentheses.
t
p < 0.10
* p < 0.05
** p < 0.01
*** p < 0.001

M

Variables

Table 2. Zero-Order Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for the Study Variables

-0.07*

-0.01

-0.09*

-0.17**

0.03

-0.02

0.06

2

0.00

0.03

0.05

0.05

0.09*

-0.03

3

0.39**

-0.08*

0.02

0.01

-0.03

4

-0.11**

0.09*

0.00

0.23**

(0.68)

5

0.10*

0.23**

0.29*

(0.77)

6

-0.02

0.32**

(0.71)

7

-0.13**

(0.75)

8

336
JOHNSON and WU

CREATING ENTREPRENEURIAL OPPORTUNITIES TO MAINTAIN TALENT

337

and competitive certainty pertain specifically to nascents pursuing a start-up. Therefore,
financial and competitive certainty measures were only administered to the NEs. NEs were
asked to answer eight questions on a five-point Likert-type scale (1: very low certainty; 5:
very high certainty) with the instruction, “Considering the economic and community context for the new firm, how certain are you that the new business will be able to accomplish
each of the following?” All 13 items were factor analyzed and correctly loaded with an
overall Cronbach alpha of 0.70 (Table 1).
Control variables. Studies have shown that life and job satisfaction are circular, with
each explaining a portion of variance (Cramer, 1995). This suggests that it is theoretically
possible that life satisfaction influences one’s job satisfaction. The desire to become an
entrepreneur may also be associated with life satisfaction (Daily and Near, 2000). Given
this potential confound, it was important to control for life satisfaction.
Life satisfaction was measured by the following item and responses on a five-point Likert-type scale: I am very happy with my life overall (1: completely untrue; 5: completely
true). The appropriate conditions for use of a single-item measure for life satisfaction are
well established and adhered to in this study (Gartner et al., 2004; Andrews and Withey,
1976; Fordyce, 1988; Larsen, Diener and Emmons, 1985). Lastly, due to possible difference in risk tolerances, controls were included for gender and age.
Analyses and Results
Table 2 displays means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the study variables. Binary logistic regression was used to test Hypotheses 1 and 2 regarding the start-up
decision. Binary logistic regression is appropriate when the dependent variable is dichotomous and is applicable to a broader range of situations than basic discriminant analysis.
One-sample t-tests and graphical analyses were used to test the third set of hypotheses
regarding perceptions. The one-sample t-tests can be used to determine whether the mean
differs from a specified value. The graphical analysis shows a closer examination and provides additional insight potential.
Satisfaction Model Results
Individuals with high current job dissatisfaction (reverse score of job satisfaction) were
expected to be more likely to pursue new ventures than individuals with less dissatisfaction (Hypothesis 1). The results (Exp(B) = 0.49, p < 0.001) showed that the odds were
indeed significant for dissatisfaction (Model 1, Table 3). For comparison, without the NIs
as part of the CG, the results were: Exp(B) = 0.43, p < 0.001. As expected, dissatisfaction
also significantly contributed to the prediction. Interestingly, results were in the opposite
direction hypothesized.
Reversed findings can be caused by an outlier; however, there were no outliers or other
anomalies. We had a good representative sample, a large sample, and a very straightforward analytical technique. Thus, although NEs were expected to be the more dissatisfied
employees, the data indicated that these individuals were in fact significantly happier with
their jobs than those who stayed. We offer possible explanations of contrary results in the
discussion.
P-E Fit Model Results
Internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM) results. We hypothesized that individuals who
reported greater IEM (push) would more likely pursue a new start-up given the failure of
corporations to meet their aspirations. The results (Exp(B) = 0.66, p < 0.001) showed that
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Table 3. Binary Logistic Regression. Likelihood of Being a Nascent Entrepreneur Given Job Dissatisfaction (Model 1) and Internal Entrepreneurial Motivation (Model 2)
Model 1: Job Dissatisfaction
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Female

-0.07

0.16

0.65

1.08

Age

-0.01

0.01

0.77

1.00

Life Satisfaction

0.05

0.09

0.60

1.05

Job Dissatisfaction

-0.71

0.06

0.00

0.49***

Constant

2.05

0.48

0.00

7.75

Model 2: Internal Entrepreneurial Motivation
B

S.E.

Sig.

Exp(B)

Female

-0.02

0.15

0.89

0.98

Age

-0.01

0.01

0.30

0.99

Internal Entrepreneurial Motivation

-0.42

0.10

0.00

0.66***

Constant

1.93

0.50

0.00

6.86

p < 0.10
* p < 0.05
** p < 0.01
*** p < 0.001
t

IEM was indeed significant (Model 2, Table 3). However, contrary to expectations, the
analysis of the data showed that greater IEM was related to a lower likelihood of exodus.
External entrepreneurial support (EES) results. Here community support, financial
certainty, and competitive certainty were examined. Financial certainty and competitive
certainty were only relevant for, and therefore administered to, the NE group. One-sample
t-tests and graphical analysis can be used to determine if the mean of a variable differs
from a specified constant or expected value. Thus, if NEs are more likely to have a positive outlook, we should find significance above the expected value. The appropriate value
represented a point of indifference (3.0). Indeed, each factor displayed strong significance
for the NEs (p< 0.001).
Community support was administered to both the NEs and CG, and therefore we also
conducted a two-sample t-test to examine whether a significant difference existed in these
two groups of respondents’ perceptions. The results in Table 4 indicate that NE and CG did
not perceive their community support differently; therefore, community support did not
appear to be a significant pull factor.
To further examine each EES (pull) factor in the absence of a consistent comparison
group (in the cases of financial certainty and competitive certainty), we utilized a graphical
and descriptive analytical approach of response patterns. The Journal of Computational
and Graphical Statistics published by the American Statistical Association (an authority
in statistical techniques) is devoted to extending the use of graphical methods in statistics.
Although an often-misunderstood technique, graphical analysis is among the oldest and
most versatile of analytical techniques and has long been used and accepted in a variety of research (Chan, Makino and Isobe, 2006; Schmidt, 1997; Ware, 1973; Bernstein
and Cowden, 1937; Ruamsook, Russell and Thomchick, 2007). The technique was applied here to provide an additional look at EES after significant t-tests results had been
demonstrated.
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Table 4. One-sample t-Test of Means Significantly Differing from the Mid-Point for Perceived External
Entrepreneurial Support (EES)
One-sample t-Test of Means: Test Value = 3
t-value

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Mean
Difference

95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference

Nascent Entrepreneur Group
EES – Community Support

-7.535

419

0.000

-0.26560***

-0.3349

-0.1963

EES – Financial Certainty

-8.960

394

0.000

-0.42060***

-0.5129

-0.3283

EES – Competitive Certainty

15.542

422

0.000

0.74851***

0.6538

0.8432

EES – Community Support

-1.767

-0.07101 t

-0.1501

0.0081

Comparison Group
306

0.078

p < 0.10
* p < 0.05
** p < 0.01
*** p < 0.001
t

Community support results. As aforementioned, although a one-sample t-test that tests
the mean community support against the theoretical mean shows significance, the twosample independent t-test that compares the NE and CG did not show such difference.
Since community support was administered to both groups, the two-sample t-test result is
more appropriate. Therefore, we concluded that community support is not a strong pull factor. Comparatively, results indicated that NEs more often perceived higher support in the
community for start-up activities than the CG (Mode: CG = 2.6; NE = 2.8). The analysis
is further refined by comparing the calculated community support indifference point (actual mean = 2.74) to the mode (mode = 2.80). In total, although the perception regarding
community support was relatively greater among NEs, it did not appear to be a strong pull
factor given that the majority of the NEs indicated little difference from the mean (delta =
+0.06).
Financial certainty results. Given the statistical significance of the t-test, the perception of the majority of NEs was further probed. To do this, one does not examine the
mean alone (a natural tendency) but what value was reported most frequently (the mode)
(Albright, Winston and Zappe, 1999). Statistically, unlike the mean and median, the mode
can be used to examine nominal data. For a more complete interpretation of the graphical
analysis, the mean, median, and skew values are also reported for the certainty variables.
Perceived financial certainty t-tests indicated significant differences from the theoretical
mean (mean= 2.59, t=-8.960, df=394, p< 0.001.). In addition, the mode (3.0) was substantially higher than the actual mean of 2.59 (delta = +0.41), indicating a clear pull effect.
Competitive certainty results. For the final EES pull factor, results showed a very high
mode of 4.25 for competitive certainty. The high mode combined with the positively significant t-test results (mean=3.80, t=15.542, df=422, p< 0.001) indicated strong support.
This factor also displayed a pronounced enough skew (-0.94) for visual identification. As
with financial certainty, the mode was higher than the actual mean (delta = +0.45) and even
exceeded the initial indifference point. Based on the data, financial certainty and competitive certainty are both pull factors, with competitive certainty being the strongest factor in
the nascent entrepreneur’s decision.
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Figure 1. External Entrepreneurial Support (EES) as Perceived by Nascent Entrepreneurs – Financial
Certainty Dimension (N=394): Mean= 2.59, Median= 2.50, Mode= 3.00, Skewness= -0.015, S.E. of
Skewness= 0.123

Figure 2. External Entrepreneurial Support (EES) as Perceived by Nascent Entrepreneurs – Competitive
Certainty Dimension (N=387): Mean= 3.80, Median= 4.00, Mode= 4.25, Skewness= -0.938, S.E. of
Skewness= 0.124
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Discussion
Through the combined perspectives of strategy and human resources, this study seeks to
enhance our understanding of why some individuals make the entrepreneurial decision to
leave the corporation and pursue their own business; and, thus how we might retain them.
Specifically, the study tested and compared two known theories: Job Satisfaction and P-E
Fit.
Job Satisfaction Results Discussion
We suspected that entrepreneurs might be different from other employees in ways that
challenge popular assumption, but based on the appeal of the classic employee turnover
model we too expected lower job satisfaction to lead to the decision to leave a corporation.
Despite conventional wisdom, some early research also considered the possibility that entrepreneurs may be a population for whom job satisfaction does not precede turnover (Lee
et al., 1996). The PSED provided a rare opportunity to empirically test these theories on a
large sample of nascent entrepreneurs. Indeed, the popular assumptions do not hold. NEs in
fact leave the corporations with higher job satisfaction than the average employees.
A possible explanation for this counterintuitive finding may be that the companies in
which the NEs work also represent the industries in which they hope to start their businesses. For instance, there are entrepreneurs who intentionally take positions in companies
that serve the markets in which they intend to start their own businesses in order to learn
more about the keys to success in the industry. Like internships for students, the experiences help the entrepreneurs determine if the industry is indeed one in which they would
enjoy working. Thus, the entrepreneur confirms interest in the business, learns more about
the industry, and eventually leaves to start the business. Consequently, it is not surprising
that these entrepreneurs are happy and still leave to start their businesses — particularly in
the same or a similar area as their previous job. Perhaps the conventional assertion based
on turnover theory that job dissatisfaction pushes NEs away from established corporations
is in need of refinement.
From another perspective, Stoner and Fry (1982) found among a group of 76 entrepreneurs that those who experienced job dissatisfaction tended to start new ventures in different areas than their previous job. Our findings are also consistent with a recent and similar
study by Schjoedt and Shaver (2007) that took into consideration the NEs’ anonymity in
responses. Therefore, it may be that satisfied entrepreneurs become competitors and, as
we have suggested, their previous corporate jobs serve as training grounds and provide a
network for obtaining suppliers, customers, and the industry knowledge necessary to competitively pursue their ventures.
It also may be that these entrepreneurs have simply observed the corporation and now
see an opportunity to do things differently. This type of thinking is known as the “Innovator.” Recent research shows this style of thinking (Innovator versus Adaptor) is more
likely among nascent entrepreneurs who also display high expectations (Johnson, Danis
and Dollinger 2008). In other words, entrepreneurs are satisfied and convinced of their own
ability to succeed where others failed. Thus, perhaps as an extension to Stoner and Fry’s
(1982) work, it could be that for NEs, job satisfaction reflects their optimism to take on
greater challenges doing what they enjoy.
Finally, since our data were collected at a point closer to the entrepreneur’s decision,
it may have substantially reduced the errors in retrospectively reporting satisfaction — a
common methodological shortcoming in earlier research (Cromie and Hayes, 1991; Brock-
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haus, 1982). In addition, because NEs are in the early stages of venturing, this data does
not depend on the respondents’ subjective report of intentions but allows higher objectivity.
Furthermore, despite the traditional job turnover model that suggests a connection between
job dissatisfaction and turnover (Mobley, 1977), alternative theories suggest that job dissatisfaction does not always precede turnover (Lee et al., 1996).
P-E Fit Results Discussion
The job satisfaction results alone could have raised more questions than they answered;
however, in rechecking findings, and, using an independent measure of internal entrepreneurial motivation (IEM) and external entrepreneurial support (EES) driven by the strategy
perspective and based on a different HR theory (the P-E fit model), we found additional
support for the findings. Specifically, a stronger push did not create a greater likelihood of
people leaving. Thus, the satisfied and aspiring entrepreneurs were remaining with established corporations for a period of time but eventually still leave. Why? The P-E Fit model
provides additional insight.
The findings suggest that NEs are pulled into ventures because of beliefs in their ability
to meet the competitive challenges. These challenges are best captured by competitive certainty and financial certainty. When they are optimistic about their new businesses’ ability
to compete in the business environment and obtain necessary funding, they dive into their
ventures. This is consistent with a different yet relevant stream of research that suggests
that individuals higher on entrepreneurial self-efficacy – the belief that one will be successful in performing the tasks of an entrepreneur – are more likely to become entrepreneurs
(Chao, Greene and Crick, 1998). Thus, in combination with their elevated aspirations for
wealth creation, growth, freedom, and recognition, their perceptions of certainty may provide the extra confidence for an already overly optimistic individual, thereby boosting their
entrepreneurial self-efficacy leading to the eventual exodus from the corporation.
Put together, it is not their job dissatisfaction or the unsatisfied internal entrepreneurial motivation that drives them out of corporations, but the entrepreneur’s outlook on the
external environment and their optimistic perception of their own competitive advantage
that ultimately drives this decision. It may be that they already have a venture in mind and
simply need the right opportunity to move from idea to action. This is also consistent with
the preliminary findings of Hills and Singh (2004).
What, then, do our results suggest that corporations might do if they want to retain the
entrepreneurial talent within their organizations? Hulin, Roznowski and Hachiya (1985)
contend that different populations place various levels of emphasis on the influences of
job alternatives in the decision process. For example, employees who do not expect to stay
with the organization for the long term weigh job opportunities particularly more in their
decisions. Because entrepreneurial individuals may view their careers as more portable
(Arthur and Rousseau, 1996) – that is, not limited to one particular organization – and
manage their careers more proactively, favorable opportunities in the environment may
weigh more in their decisions. Consequently, we suggest that it is in the best interest of
executives to proactively replace corporate barriers with opportunities within for individuals to better exercise their entrepreneurial aspirations. In essence, the corporation should
seek to create internal entrepreneurial opportunities that address the explicit motivations
of the entrepreneur, and thereby enable entrepreneurship that can both maintain and attract
entrepreneurial talent.
Specifically, corporations can facilitate opportunities for their entrepreneurially minded
employees to pursue their ideas. The corporation can fully support and provide recognition
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for entrepreneurial ideas and achievements. Ironically, today corporations require individuals to sign away their rights to their ideas and discoveries in order for the corporation to
control it as a potential competitive advantage. This myopic approach fails to recognize that
the true source of the advantage is the employee in whose mind the innovations are made
possible. Consequently, we propose that the employees should have ownership in their
innovations, affording them the opportunity to build greater wealth, allow autonomy, and
take risks and, therefore, the incentive to remain with the company as an ongoing source of
potential competitive advantages. Examples of companies that reflect some of these ideas
are Google, 3M, and Wegman Foods. Google is a well-known internet-based company that
thrives on creative and innovative talent and indeed has a waiting list of applicants. 3M
is known for allocating employees time to innovate. Wegman has a reputation of creating
internal opportunities that attract independent entrepreneurs to return to the company.
Limitations and Future Research
This study relied upon data collected by the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics
(PSED). The use of an existing dataset constrains a study to the available variables. Also,
the users of the dataset may not have full control over the psychometric properties of the
variables as well as the sampling procedures. However, the PSED dataset, developed by
the Kaufmann foundation in collaboration with many research scholars, contained many
established variables and measures as well as details regarding the data collection and
properties (see Reynolds, 2000). Still, not all available variables were ideal to the questions
we asked thus requiring a search for acceptable proxies.
For example, the basic idea with the P-E fit model was that there are aspirations that
if not met by the corporation would push the employee away due to a lack of fit. Alternately, P-E fit is established when the individuals’ major needs and desires are addressed.
Consequently, organizations could provide an environment with growth as well as interpersonal and task-related opportunities for the individual, in addition to the financial resources (Kristof, 1996). Thus, derived from the construct of entrepreneurial orientation to
assess the entrepreneurial career aspirations for individuals, our measures relied upon the
available PSED variables. Although developed independently, the internal entrepreneurial
motivation variable showed strong reliability and was consistent with job satisfaction suggesting convergent validity.
Given the strong role of the external environment in pulling the entrepreneur out of
the corporation, future research may wish to examine additional environmental factors.
For instance, are entrepreneurs more likely to leave during economic downturns? If so, is
it because of a decrease in competition or the loss of their corporate position? If not, is it
because their perceptions are moderated by the strength of the economy or does financial
uncertainty supersede competitive certainty during economic downturns? Should the retention strategies of corporations differ based on external environmental conditions (and if
so how)? We encourage future research to pursue this promising line of research.
Conclusion
This research is motivated by the continued failure of ICVs (Birkinshaw, 2005) and arguments that having the right people is a key to ICV success (Shah, Zegveld and Roodhart,
2008). Given that independent entrepreneurs differ from managers, average employees
and even corporate entrepreneurs (Thornberry, 2003), combined with the fact that independent entrepreneurs leave (Block, 1982), we wanted to examine turnover specifically
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in regards to the independent entrepreneurs. The goal is that managers might improve the
performance and success of internal entrepreneurial pursuits by recognizing and retaining
the independent entrepreneur.
By comparing two theoretical models, this study adds to our knowledge of entrepreneurial behavior; challenges some conventional wisdom; and advances our understanding
of entrepreneurial behavior. This study differs from traditional entrepreneurship and turnover work in the specific focus on employees with strong tendencies and determination to
start their own ventures. We believe these employees are different and require different
management strategies. In fact, research has shown some facility with psychological and
cognitive characteristics of entrepreneurs versus non-entrepreneurs as well as a connection
between achievement orientation and performance (Johnson, Danis and Dollinger, 2008;
Simon, Houghton and Aquino, 2000; Utsch and Rauch, 2000). Also, the entrepreneur career views may lend greater impact to favorable external opportunities on their decisions to
leave corporate jobs (Arthur and Rousseau, 1996), and that influences on career decisions
may vary across populations (Griffeth, Hom and Gaertner, 2000; Hulin, Roznowski and
Hachiya, 1985). The entrepreneurial employees may also leave the corporation for reasons
different from other employees. This has important implications since the success of ICVs
might depend on these untapped entrepreneurs.
CEOs and other business development managers will attest, “As infuriating as the differences can be to both sides [existing business versus new venture], it is in the best interest
of corporations to support employees who want to start new businesses” (DeSimone et al.,
1995: 188). Although it may be that executives cannot always prevent the exodus of their
entrepreneurs, they can still identify these individuals, understand their aspirations, and
invest in them. They might assign the entrepreneur to a separate venture unit based on the
guidelines addressed by recent research (Shah, Zegveld, and Roodhart, 2008). Channeling
the entrepreneurial behavior into an opportunity to create a complementary business partner instead of a competitor would ultimately contribute to stability and innovative growth
for established corporations. Finally, this study illustrates the value of different theoretical
lenses to examine a phenomenon and advance research to provide valuable information for
managers that pursue corporate entrepreneurship for which the right people must be found
and retained.
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